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REPLY BRIEF 



In response to the new arguments raised by the Examiner in the Examinees Answer in the 
section (10) Response to Argument, starting at page 4, the following Reply Brief is submitted. 

For the first time on appeal, the Examiner attempts to submit evidence of the meaning of 
an oxidizer. In this regard, he submits the definition of oxidizing agent as being "a substance 
that oxidizes something." However, even accepting the Examiner's belated attempt to construe 
the claim, the rejection should still be reversed. 

In the cited reference, there is no substance that oxidizes anything. The electrolyte is 
merely the carrier of electricity. It is the electricity that does the oxidation. By using electricity, 
one can avoid the need for an oxidizer or a substance that oxidizes something. 

Using the grammatical construction relied upon by the Examiner, when a toaster falls in 
bath water, the Examiner would contend that the water electrocuted the person. But it was not 
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the water that^lectfocuted the person it was the electricity that did the action. Here, the action is 
caused by electricity in the cited reference and the electrolyte is merely acting as a conductive 
medium. The electrolyte itself does not oxidize and no substance does any oxidation. 

Clearly, even under the Examiner's belated construction, the rejection should be reversed. 

The flaw in the Examiner's reasoning is well illustrated by the language in the Answer at 
the bottom of page 5, "Although current flows in the electrolyte solution, the metallic film is still 
oxidized in liquid. Therefore, the liquid is an oxidizer." Just because the film is oxidized in a 
liquid does not mean that the liquid is the substance that oxidizes. Clearly, it is the electricity 
that is doing the oxidation. The mere fact that the film was in a liquid does not make the liquid 
the oxidizer. Certainly, basic chemistry permits no other construction. 

Therefore, the rejection should be reversed. 
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